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IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Bakers field District Office

800 Truxtun Avenue, Room 302

Bakersfield, California 93301

Dear Reader:

It is my pleasure to make available to you the Initial Rangeland Program

Summary (RPS) for the BLM's Bakersfield District Bodie-Coleville Planning

Units

.

The Bodie-Coleville Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Land Use

Plan are completed. This RPS will summarize the goals and objectives

to be accomplished with livestock grazing on the public lands within this

area.

Some changes in present management are planned to achieve the desired

objectives. The key to any successful venture is having a sound, realistic

and workable plan.

The Bureau of Land Management will be working with all affected users and

the public in a manner which will require close and continuous consultation,

coordination, and cooperation.

In essence, the work has just begun as planning and management of public

land resources is a dynamic process. I encourage your participation and

seek your cooperation in the work yet to be done as the Bureau continues

to strive for true multiple use and sustained yield by all users of our

public lands.

Robert D. Rheiner, Jr,

District Manager
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I. RECORD OF DECISION

The Preferred Alternative for grazing management is outlined on Table 2 of

this document and will be implemented in accordance with 43 CFR, Part 4100

and current grazing management policy on 228,289 acres of public lands in

Mono County, California. Mitigating Measures proposed in the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement of September 1982 for the Bodie-Coleville Planning

Units, as outlined in Table 2, will be incorporated into the program imple-

mentation.

The Preferred Alternative, the same as the Proposed Action Alternative in

the Grazing EIS, was selected because it would best meet the planning area's

social, economic, and environmental needs. The other five alternatives

considered would not fully meet BLM's objectives, would not result in as

much improvement as would the Preferred Alternative, or would have unaccept-

able adverse impacts.

In compliance with the current grazing management policy, initial

adjustments of active grazing preference as displayed in the Proposed

Action Alternative of the Bodie-Coleville Grazing EIS will not be immediately

implemented. Monitoring studies will be evaluated to determine if satisfactory

data exists to support permanent adjustments, either upward or downward, to

the active grazing preference. This change will both verify the accuracy of

the survey estimates and avoid unnecessary impacts to grazing operations

dependent on the public land forage.

BLM has carried out an extensive program to get the public involved in

developing the land use plan and preparing the grazing EIS. We will continue

to seek public participation in refining the rangeland program set forth in

this document. This program summary will periodically be updated to report

the progress towards program implementation and achievement of rangeland

management objectives.

Individuals or other interested groups, not scheduled to receive allotment

specific grazing decisions, may protest specific portions of this document

to the Bakersfield District Manager within 15 days of receipt of this

document. An appeal may be filed with the Bakersfield District Manager

within 45 days from receipt of this document for a hearing before an

administrative law judge. These procedures are outlined on page 26,

Robert D. Rheiner, Jr. '

District Manager



BODIE-COLEVILLE

Initial Rangeland Program Summary (RPS)

(Program Status as of April 1, 1983)

II. INTRODUCTION

A. Previous Actions Relating to this Document

Draft Bodie-Coleville EIS: June 1982

Final Bodie-Coleville EIS: September 1982

These two documents provide detailed information on livestock grazing
management alternatives, range conditions, analysis of management
alternatives and mitigation measures. Copies of the Bodie-Coleville
EIS are available from the Bakersfield District Office and the Bishop

Resource Area Office in Bishop, California.

B. Purpose

This Initial RPS will:

* Describe the management area, summarize existing management,

and summarize the management issues involving grazing manage-

ment.
* Describe the relationship of the Preferred Alternative to the

alternatives analyzed in the EIS.
* Outline the Preferred Alternative grazing management program

including range improvements.
* Display initial forage allocations and anticipated adjustment

levels following monitoring.
* Summarize the consultation process in relation to the imple-
mentation phase.

* Summarize costs and benefits of the proposed program.
* Summarize the monitoring program planned.

The proposed management actions for each allotment outlined in
this Initial RPS are designed to achieve the land use objectives
and goals set forth in the Bodie-Coleville Land Use Plan.

Modifications to the land use plan may be suggested and determined
through the consultation process or monitoring program, and such
changes, if approved, will be identified in future plan amendments
and RPS updates.

The management proposals for each allotment are for the purpose
of developing the long term natural resource capabilities of

that area while attempting to mitigate present or future adverse
environmental and socioeconomic impacts. These proposals comply
with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

of 1969 to restore and enhance the quality of the human environ-
ment.



C. Public Participation

The Bakersfield District distributed a public release in July,

1981 summarizing the grazing management alternatives developed

at the time. The release requested comments and suggestions

on the planning issues identified for the Bodie-Coleville Planning

Area.

The Draft EIS on Proposed Livestock Grazing Management for

the Bodie-Coleville Planning Units (BLM CA ES 003 4322) was

filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and released
to the public on June 17, 1982, with a comment period running
to August 9, 1982.

Fourteen letters of comment were received on the Draft EIS. The
response to those comments were printed in the Final EIS on
Proposed Livestock Grazing Management for the Bodie-Coleville
Planning Units, which was filed with the Environmental Protection

Agency and released to the public on September 28, 1982, with a

comment period running to October 29, 1982. Two comments were
received on the Final EIS.

Two meetings were scheduled with the Bodie-Coleville Planning
Area's grazing operators through the course of the land use plan
and EIS process. The first meeting was a presentation of the

inventory and planning process that was taking place on the area.

This meeting generated several latter consultations with grazing

operators on allotment specific concerns.

The second meeting involved a discussion of planning issues as

related to future grazing administration of the area.

III. NEW RANGELAND MANAGEMENT POLICY

A significant change in policy affecting future management of public
rangelands has been recently adopted by the Bureau of Land Management.

The core of this policy is a new approach called selective management.
Selective management is based on the concept that; (1) an allotment's
resource characteristics, management needs, and potential for improve-
ment can be identified; and (2) the timing and intensity of the manage-
ment actions should be varied according to an allotment's identified
needs and potential. Potential for improvement is the capacity of an
allotment to produce a positive return on public investments within a

reasonable time period. Positive return can be viewed in terms of

increased resource production or resolution of serious resource use
conflicts

.

A. Selective Management

Three selective management categories have been developed by

the Bureau to facilitate the selective management approach. These
categories and their management objectives are as follows:



Category Management Objective

MAINTAIN Maintain current satisfactory
condition.

IMPROVE Improve current unsatisfactory
condition.

CUSTODIAL Manage custodially , while protecting
existing resource values.

The following criteria were selected for the Bodie-Coleville EIS

area, although allotments within a category do not have to meet

all the criteria to be managed according to the category objective:

Maintain Category Criteria

* Present range condition is satisfactory.
* Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential,

and are producing near their potential (or trend is moving in

that direction)

.

* No serious resource use conflicts /controversy exist.
* Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from

public investments.
* Present management appears satisfactory.

Improve Category Criteria

* Present range condition is unsatisfactory.
* Allotments have moderate to high production potential and are

producing at low to moderate levels

.

* Serious resource conflicts/controversy exists.
* Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public

investments.
* Present management appears unsatisfactory.

Custodial Category Criteria

* Present range condition is satisfactory.
* Allotments have low production potential, and are producing

near their potential.
* Serious resource conflicts/controversy do not exist.
* Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment

do not exist or are constrained by technological or economic

factors

.

* Present management appears satisfactory or in need of only
minor changes

.



Bishop Resource Area personnel have conducted allotment analyses to

match the current resource situation within an allotment with the

appropriate category criteria. This initial categorization is

subject to change as new information becomes available during the

monitoring and planning/EIS process or as the condition of an allotment

changes. Selective management categorization for each allotment is

displayed in Table 2. Statistics for each management category are

displayed at the end of Table 2.

IV. MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

A. Overview

The Bodie Planning Unit is comprised of 206,814 acres of public

land immediately north of Mono Lake. The Coleville Planning

Unit is comprised of 21,672 acres of public land located in the

northern tip of Mono County. The public lands are relatively

well blocked together; however, a large portion of the more
productive riparian and meadow areas are under private or state

ownership. The planning units are surrounded by U.S. Forest

Service administered lands.

Livestock grazing has occurred throughout the area during the

last century and continues to be an important economic activity

in the Eastern Sierra Region. Currently, there are 25 grazing
allotments used by 27 grazing operators on the public land.

Results of the range vegetation inventory conducted during

1979-80 indicated the following ecological site conditions

exist on the public lands:

Ecological Site Condition Acres

Excellent or Good 142,678
(100-50% of potential plant
community is present)

Percent

63 %

Fair
(50-26% of potential plant
community is present)

71,765 31 %

Poor
(25-0% of potential plant
community is present)

12,652 6 %

During the vegetation inventory, a livestock forage weight estimate

survey was also completed. The forage survey calculation (14,977

AUMs) represents an estimate of total available livestock forage

when stocked at carrying capacity, and is displayed in Table 2

under "Estimated Livestock Forage AUMs". The present carrying

capacity is recognized at 19,604 AUMs, however, monitoring studies

will be evaluated to determine if satisfactory data exists to

support permanent adjustments.



B. CURRENT SITUATION SUMMARY (Table 1)

Public Land

Public Private/State Lives tock
3/

GrazingAllotment Name No. of Land Land AUMs of Kind of Season
and Number Operators Acres Acres Preference Livestock of Use System
2/

3554 Larkin Lake 1 295 334 40 C 11/1-11/30 S

(Calif.)

3599 Wild Oat (Calif.) 1 1,749 286 219 S 4/1-4/15 s

3601 Topaz (Calif.) 1 200 5 C 4/1-5/15 s

6056 West Reservoir 1 753 30 70 C 6/16-9/30 s

6057 Copper Mountain 1 2,448 705 324 C 6/1-10/31 s

6058 Dog Greek 1 5,340 106 991 S 6/1-10/25 s

6059 Rancheria Gulch 1 15,213 2,311 1 ,600 S 6/1-10/31 s

6060 Dechambeau Ranch 1 9,712 2,220 600 s 6/1-8/15 s

6061 Mono Settlement 1 2,625 718 240 s 6/1-10/31 s

6062 Travertine Hill 2 8,947 984 540
200

s

c

5/17-6/30 &

6/16-8/15
s

6063 Dry Canyon 1 893 88 78 c 5/1-6/30 s

6064 Koenig Ranch 1 548 191 5 c 5/1-5/30 s

6065 Aristo Ranch 1 651 ' 42 112 c 4/16-5/31 &

10/1-11/30
s

6066 Slinkard Valley 2 7,923 8,040 170 c

s

5/16-8/15 &

5/15-6/1
s

6067 Chichester Ranch 1 280 503 3 H 5/16-7/15 s

6068 Sarman Ranch 1 445 64 27 H 5/1-7/15 s

6069 Little Antelope - 5,134 4,010 - - - -

Unallotted
6070 Little Mormon 2 8,616 1,468 1 ,230 s 6/1-6/22 & s

6071 Bodie Mountain 1 46,547 10,131 5 ,647 c&s 6/1-10/15 s

6072 Mono Sand Flat 1 59,188 12,458 2 ,514 c 12/1-5/31 RR

6073 Potato Peak 1 36,075 3,508 3 ,892 c&s 6/1-11/20 s

6074 Mormon Ranch 1 3,358 593 329 s 7/22-8/27 &

9/15-10/15
s

6075 Goat Ranch 1 1,956 1,336 164 s 6/1-7/20 s

6076 Green Creek 1 3,838 3,484 550 s 6/9-10/31 s

6078 Walters Ranch 1 516 664 54 s 6/3-6/30 -

0000 Bodie Unallocated 1,387 56 - - trail use -

0001 East Antelope Unallotted 3,175 - - - - -

0002 West Antelope Unallotted 477 - - - - -

TOTAL 228,289 54,384 19 ,604

2/
Those allotment numbers beginning with the number 3 designate allotments administered with adjacent Nevada public land

reage.

S=Seasonal RR=Rest-rotation

acreage

3/



C. Major Grazing Issues

1. Grazing authorization adjustments (increase and decrease)
effects on socio-economic conditions of grazing operations.
Of particular concern are the proposed grazing reductions
which are significantly lower than the present authorized
use and the resulting effects to the economic stability
of the total ranching operation involved.

2. Forage conflict between livestock, wildlife, and/or wild
horses. This issue only addresses area of use or dietary
preference of forage overlaps as identified by the 1980
forage survey and analysis. Although only conflicting
AUMs of forage are displayed in the following planning
analysis table (p. ), the survey analysis did take
into account total allotment forage available (p. ).

3. Grazing management intensity impacts to grazing operators,
the change from present management levels may increase over-
head costs (such as management facility maintenance) or
increases time and labor needed for herd management.

4. Livestock season of use in conflict with wildlife use
patterns in key use areas for wildlife. This issue is relevant
to either direct displacement of wildlife by livestock or
seasonal depletion of important wildlife forage plants by
livestock.

5. Livestock use impacts on riparian zones, meadows, wetlands,
aspen groves, water quality, and areas considered important
wildlife habitat or important watershed areas. Historic
livestock use has contributed to the present plant communities,
watershed and water quality conditions in these areas. Will
the needed maintenance or improvement of ecological conditions,
as related to the planning objectives, be met by the proposed
action?

6. Livestock grazing impacts on resources of adjacent and inter-
mingled private or state lands as related to the land owners
management goals. The proposed grazing management will affect
private and state lands which are within the boundary of grazing
allotments and which are not fenced. Depending upon the land
owner's management goals, the proposed action may not be compatible,

7. Impacts of (and livestock concentrations associated with) fence
and water development on sensitive visual zones (mainly associated
with Bodie State Park and Mono Lake), important wildlife habitat,
important watershed areas, or cultural resources. The issue
deals with direct site impact from surface disturbance by
project construction or concentration of animals (trampling)
near proposed management facilities.



8. Livestock trampling, grazing and watering on relicted lands
of Mono Lake. The area is a portion of an area being con-
sidered as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
because of unique plant and animal habitats and geology-
associated with it and the world famous scenery it provides.

9. Impacts of sheep trailing on important mule deer holding
area is East Antelope Valley. Customary livestock handling
practices in association with trailing through this area
have caused disturbances to mule deer holding area needs
and must be resolved.



D. Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1 - Maximize Livestock Production

Manage to maximize livestock forage to meet identified demand under
the principles of sustained yield. Livestock forage production under
this alternative shall be determined by using the 1979 survey data
collected using the soil-vegetation inventory method and basing
forage allowance at 800 pounds dry matter for cattle and 140 pounds
for sheep. All public lands available for grazing, regardless of
the amount of forage production, were considered under this alter-
native. All available forage shall be allocated to livestock.
Public lands shall be managed to stimulate or enhance the socio-
economic conditions of the grazing operations in the area.

Alternative 2 - Multiple Use Compromise

Manage for production of livestock forage within the constraints of
multiple use. Forage production under this alternative shall be
determined by using the 1979 survey data collected using the soil-
vegetation inventory method and basing the forage allowance at 1000
pounds dry matter for cattle and 200 pounds for sheep; additionally,
those areas requiring more than 32 acres to produce an animal unit
month of forage will be considered unsuitable for livestock grazing
use. Wildlife habitat maintenance needs will be partially satisfied
through livestock management changes. In areas of forage competition
between wildlife and livestock, forage requirements for maintenance
will go to livestock.

Alternative 3 - Maximize Environmental Quality Protection

Manage for environmental quality enhancement within the constraints
of resource production. Minimize man's impact on the environment
while providing for production of forage for livestock and other
commodity products to support identified demand. Under this alter-
native, forage production shall be determined by using the 1979 survey
data collected using the soil-vegetation inventory method and basing
forage allowance at 1000 pounds dry matter for cattle and 200 pounds
for sheep; additionally, those areas requiring more than 32 acres to
produce an Animal Unit Month of forage will be considered unsuitable
for livestock grazing use. Wildlife needs will be determined and
allowed for prior to allocation of forage to livestock. Additionally,
all conflicting forage requirements between wildlife and livestock, as
well as any conflicts resulting from current livestock use patterns
shall be modified in favor of wildlife. Livestock use patterns will
also be modified in areas where livestock use is adversely impacting
streambanks and/or riparian areas.

Alternative 4 - No Grazing

Manage to minimize human intervention by eliminating livestock grazing.
Manage to provide maximum protection for archaeological, wetland/
riparian, water quality and visual resources.



Alternative 5 - Continue Present Management

Continue to manage production and consumption of livestock forage

at the present authorized levels. Livestock forage production will

be based on the 1959 forage survey data which was based on the

Ocular Reconnaissance Method. Identified conflicts in forage

competition between wildlife and livestock will not be resolved by

reallocating conflicting forage; livestock season of use will not

be altered to resolve wildlife/ livestock conflicts, nor will live-

stock use patterns be modified to correct identified Water quality

problems caused by livestock trampling and concentrated use.

Alternative 6 - Proposed Action

Manage for the production of livestock forage within the constraints

of multiple use. Wildlife maintenance needs will be satisfied. In

areas of forage competition between wildlife and livestock, forage

requirements for maintenance will go to wildlife. Minimize man's

impact on the environment while providing for production of forage

for livestock.

General Management Objectives

- Maintain or enhance wildlife habitat.
- Provide for special land use availability.
- Maintain scenic values.
- Maintain or enhance aquatic resources.
- Adopt compatible land use goals with adjoining land owners.
- Maintain or enhance recreation opportunities

.

- Maintain or protect cultural resources.
- Provide for the continued use and opportunities for livestock grazing

within the framework of multiple use.
- Manage the public lands in the Mono Basin to protect and enhance the

scenic, wetland wildlife habitat, unique botanical and ecological
features, and air quality.

- Maintain wild horse herd at current levels.

10



F. Alternatives and Impacts

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED (before mitigation)
Note: Alternative 6 is the Preferred Alternative which will be implemented

Ecological Site Condition
% Change

Poor
Fair
Good

Livestock
Forage Production

Miles of Stream
Improved
Decline

Number of Operators
Adversely Affected
(Substantially)

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6

+2% -17% -19% -41% +114% -18%
11% -18% -17% -38% +15% -14%
+5% +10% +10% +23% -17% +9%

+1% +4% +4% +8% -7% +3%

15.3 20 3

20 20 4.7 20 17

% Unsatisfactory Crucial
Habitat

Deer 30% 28% 32% 19% 54% 34%
Antelope 67% 66% 73% 55% 87% 74%
Sage Grouse 38% 34% 37% 23% 53% 38%

STATISTICS FOR ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4

Number of Proposed Projects
Wells 5

Springs 29

Reservoirs 16

Fence 42.5
Pipeline 13
Trail 10

Number of AUMs
(Original Livestock 17,404
Allocations) Mule Deer

Wild Horses

Number of Allotments 25

Estimated Project Costs $367,000

3

26

9

36.5
12

10

11,723

23

23

18

1

10,999
573

88

22

88

685
121

Alt. 5 Alt. 6

5

26

13

38.5
14

10

285,000 109,000 352,000

19,604 14,977
685
121

24 22

334,000

11



PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE GRAZING PROGRAM

Introduction

Management details for the Preferred Alternative Grazing Program
and the associated range projects are displayed in Table 2. The

program, as outlined in Table 2, has been developed in response to

the management issues and natural resource demands which were
addressed through the land use planning process as described in
the previous section. This program should meet all management
objectives that are outlined in the land use plan for the Bodie-
Coleville Planning Units and complies with all current Bureau
policy.

12



Preferred Alternative Grazing Program and Range Projects (Table 2)

Allotment Name
and Number

1/

Selective Public Existing AUMs Estimated Kind
Management Land of Active Livestock of
Category Acres Preference Forage AUMs Livestock

2/ PROPOSED RANGE PROJECTS
Season Grazing Trail Fence Well Spring Res. Pipeline
of Use System (mi.) (mi.) (no.) (no.) (no.) (mi.)

6066 Slinkard Valley

6071 Bodie Mountain

6072 Mono Sand Flat

6073 Potato Peak

3/
6079 Aurora Canyon—

6057 Copper Mountain

6058 Dog Creek

6059 Rancheria Gulch

6060 Dechambeau Ranch

6061 Mono Settlement

6062 Travertine Hills

6070 Little Mormon

6074 Mormon Ranch

6075 Coat Ranch

6076 Green Creek

3601 Topaz (Calif.)

6056 West Reservoir

6063 Dry Canyon

6064 Kuenig Ranch

I 7,923 75

95

I 46,547 5 ,647

1 59,188 2 ,514

I 18,243 2 ,647

1 17,832 1 .2*5^

M 2,448 324

M 5,340 991

M 15,213 1 ,600

M 9,712 600

M 2,625 240

M 8,947 740

M 8,616 1 ,230

M 3,358 329

M 1,956 164

M 3,838 550

C 200 5

C 753 70

e±' 89 3 78

C 548 5

75

95

3,816

1,550

2,238

1,051

191

952

1,257

489

201

1,193

956

226

68

483

2

16

40

16

S

c

c,s

c

s

c

c,s

s

s

s

s

c.s

s

s

s

s

c

c

c

C,H

5/15-5/31
5/15-10/31

6/1-10/15

12/1-5/31

6/1-10/31

6/15-9/30

6/16-10/31

6/1-10/31

6/1-10/31

6/1-8/15

6/1-10/31

5/17-10/31

6/1-10/31

7/22-10/15

6/1-7/20

6/1-10/31

4/1-5/15

6/16-9/30

5/15-10/31

5/1-10/31

RR

RR

DR

RR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

DR

S

S

S

s

8

14.5

10 2

3

1

1



Preferred Alternative Grazing Program and Range Projects (Table 2, cont.)

Allotment Name
and Number

1/
Selective Public Existing AUMs Estimated Kind

Management Land of Active Livestock of
Category Acres Preference Forage AUMs Livestock

2/ PROPOSED RAKGE PROJECTS
Season Grazing Trail Fence Well Spring Res . Pipeline
of Use System (mi.) (mi.) (no.) (no.) (no.) (mi.)

c 651

c 445

c 516

Unallotted 295

6065 Aristo Ranch

606 8 Sarman Ranch

6078 Walters Ranch

3554 Larkin Lake

3599 Wild Oat Unallotted 1,749

6067 Chichester Ranch Unallotted 280

6069 Little Antelope Unallotted 5,134

0000 Bodie Unallotted 1,387

0001 East Antelope Unallotted 3,175

0002 West Antelope Unallotted 477

Total 228,289

112

27

54

40^

31/

19,604

34

13

15

14,977

C

C.S.H

s

5/1-10/31

5/1-10/31

5/1-6/30

Temporary non-renewable
use only in accordance
with HMP

Trailing use allowed by permit

No grazing

No grazing

Trailing use allowed by permit

Trailing use allowed by permit

No grazing

Total 1

Total M

Total C

Unallotted Arei

1/

5

10

7

7

149,733

62,053

4,006

12,497

12,223

6,768

351

262

8,825

6,016

136

27.5

10

18

8

12

2

11

±1

4/

Estimates are derived from a weight estimate survey, and are an estimate of total available livestock forage. No adjustments in existing preference
levels will be made until monitoring studies and actual use data verify the need for adjustment.

S=Sensonal l)R=Def erred-rotation RR=Rest rotation

Formerly part of allotment 6073, Potato Peak. Present preference is shown as it would be divided by the new allotment boundary.

— Preference will eventually be relinquished pending exchange of use with CDF&G administered state lands within allotment 6066.

— Cancellation of existing permits require a two-year notification prior to the cancellation or relinquishment.



VI. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of the proposed grazing management program will

follow the schedule presented below:

A. Administrative Actions

1. Publication of the Initial Rangeland Program Summary (RPS)

for public review and comment.

2. Consultation with affected permittees and other affected

parties on the allotment specific actions proposed.

3. Enter into management agreements or issue individual allotment

decisions for allotments with proposed management changes by

February 1, 1984. These agreements or decisions will become

effective March 1, 1984.

4. Publish an RPS Update, as necessary, to keep the public
informed of progress, or of changes being made, to the

proposed program. Updates will also follow Bodie-Coleville
Land Use Plan amendments which affect grazing management.

B. Implementation Strategy

The following sequence will be used in implementing the

grazing management program for each allotment.

1. Develop and implement a monitoring program for selected

allotments (all I and M category allotments and certain

C category allotments in that order)

.

2. Develop and proceed to implement allotment management plans

(AMPs) for selected allotments.

All development, implementation and monitoring will be

prioritized as follows

:

Category I Allotments, first priority.
Category M Allotments, second priority.

Category C Allotments, third priority.

Category I allotments will be ranked by using the following

criteria (listed order does not depict the priority):

a. Revision of existing and implemented AMPs.

b. Allotments with critical or conflict resource needs.

c. AMPs to support implementation of other resource
activity plans (i.e., Wildlife Habitat Management

Plan, Watershed Management Plan)

.

15



d. Allotments showing a benefit/cost ratio greater than

one to one.

e. Allotments requiring the fewest dollars, time and

manpower to be implemented as related to the potential

for return.

f. Willingness of operator to contribute to accelerating

the AMP implementation schedule.

3. Evaluation of monitoring studies data will be used to

determine the need and magnitude to adjust allowable use

or make other significant program or priority changes for a

specific allotment.

Monitoring, as required by the Federal Land Policy and

Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (P.L. 94-579) and PRIA
will be used to assess whether or not the prescribed
management practices are achieving the overall land use
objectives.

The rate and extent of the planned implementation discussed

above will be dependent upon funding availability, staffing,

program priority and direction from the Secretary of the

Interior.

4. BLM will continue to request public involvement as it

refines its rangeland program and implements its management
recommendations

.
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C. Guidelines for Implementing Livestock Grazing Program

GRAZING SYSTEMS

1. Plant phenology of key forage species for livestock and
wildlife requirements will determine treatment schedules.

2. Considerations for wildlife habitat and watershed resource
needs will be met in grazing system design.

3. Livestock grazing of key forage species on meadows will
be maintained above an average utilization of 60% for

any meadow grazed during the grazing season.

Grazing Management Practices

1. Locations for salting and supplement feeding will be at

least H mile away from riparian zones, aspen groves,
meadows and sensitive plant habitat. Rotation of the use

areas will be achieved wherever practicable.

2. Sheep will be herded.

3. Sheep bedding grounds will be designated and will not be
located within h mile from riparian zones, aspen groves,

meadows, sage grouse strutting grounds and sites that are

highly susceptible to soil erosion, or on sensitive plant
habitat.

4. Trailing use will be authorized and controlled. Trailing
routes will be identified.

5. Emphasis will be given to insure adherence to authorized
grazing use areas.

6. Livestock will be .excluded from grazing use on Mono Lake

relicted lands.

RANGE IMPROVEMENT DEVELOPMENTS

1. Location of proposed livestock watering troughs and handling

facilities will generally not be placed within h mile of

riparian zones, aspen groves, meadows, sage grouse strutting

grounds, and sites that are highly susceptible to soil

erosion, or on sensitive plant habitat.

2. Fences will not be located on sage grouse strutting grounds

and sites that are highly susceptible to soil erosion.
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3. Existing fences on pronghorn ranges will be modified to meet
BLM fence standards for pronghorn ranges. New fence developments
on pronghorn and mule deer ranges will be designed to meet BLM
fence standards for these species.

4. Natural barriers will be considered for providing livestock
movement control where possible to reduce the amount of
fence construction.

5. No clearing of vegetation for fence construction and maintenance
will be done, except where absolutely necessary.

6. All materials used for developments will be of a blending color
harmonious to the surrounding background.

7. All existing and proposed livestock watering facilities will be
designed to adequately facilitate wildlife water needs.

8. Removal of vegetation and surface disturbances will be minimized
for development of facilities and surface rehabilitation
measures will be applied where feasible.

9. Spring sources that are susceptible to damage from livestock
trampling will be fenced.

10. Structural improvements constructed or installed primarily to
benefit livestock grazing will be maintained by grazing permittees.
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D. Standard Operating Procedures

Pre-Range project development:

A. BLM will meet all stipulations of the Rangeland Programmatic
Memorandum of Agreement (Rangeland PMOA) between the Advisory

Council on Historic Preservation, the Bureau of Land Management,
and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation
Officers, dated January 14, 1980. BLM will conduct intensive
cultural resource inventories (Class III) within the area of

potential project impacts during the project planning process.

Projects will be planned to avoid cultural resource sites where
prudent and feasible. Where avoidance is not possible, procedures
developed in the Rangeland PMOA will be followed. Consultation
with local Native Americans will be made where appropriate, in

accordance with a Memorandum of Understanding between the
California BLM, the Native American Heritage Commission and
the State Historic Preservation Officer.

B. Projects proposed in the vicinity of habitat for federally-
listed endangered or threatened plant or wildlife species will
be analyzed for effect of that project on the species. If there
is no effect, or the effect can be avoided (i.e., relocation),
then the project can proceed. If it is determined that an
unavoidable effect on the species will occur from project
construction, formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) will be initiated as required under Section 7 of

the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

C. It is BLM policy to not implement any project that will jeopardize
the continued existence of plant or wildlife species listed by
the California Department of Fish and Game, or species that are
FWS candidate for threatened or endangered status (FWS Notice
of Review; 45 FR 242: 82480-82569, Dec. 15, 1980).

D. A visual resource contrast rating will be conducted for all
construction sites (BLM policy; BLM Visual Resource Policy Manual
8400). Projects that would impair visual resources will be
modified by design, relocation, or abandoned if necessary to

meet visual resource objectives.

E. Wilderness Study Areas and contested wilderness inventory units
will be regulated so as not to impair the suitability of these
areas for preservation as wilderness. Management of these areas
will be in accordance with the Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP) (December
12, 1979).

F. Grazing management activity will comply with the Clean Air Act
(as amended, 1977) and public lands in the EIS area will be
managed under the Class II designation. Lands under wilderness
review will also be managed under Class II, as set forth in the
IMP.
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E. Mitigation Measures (Table 3)

o

The following mitigation has been accepted by the District Manager and will be included in the implementation

of range program outlined in this document.

Adverse Impact

Downward trend will continue in

meadows and riparian areas in

two pasture deferred rotation
systems (Issue 5)

.

Poor browse conditions and down-

ward trend in Allotments 6050,

6057, 6060, 6066, 6070, 6071 and

6073. Unsatisfactory fall

migration habitat leading to

poor winter survival for deer

(Issue 5)

.

Mitigation

Pastures with key wildlife meadow and

riparian habitats which will receive
early season use more than one year out

of three will either have early use
pasture dates further deferred to pro-

vide adequate spring rest periods; or

fence the substantial portions of

habitat on public lands. The amount of

fencing needed is unknown at this time.

The additional fence would be maintained

by the livestock operator.

Monitor the degree of livestock utiliza-
tion of bitterbrush in these allotments

and adjust livestock use (numbers or

season) to prevent combined livestock-

wildlife utilization from exceeding

50%. (A range of 40-60% utilization

will be acceptable.)

Livestock concentrations on Relocate reservoir from Rattlesnake Gulch

sensitive riparian area resulting riparian area.

from reservoir location on

Rattlesnake Gulch (Issue 7).

Results

Improvement of key habitats

,

Reduction of poor health and winter
survival conditions . Downward trend

and unsatisfactory browse conditions
reduced.

Prevent further loss of habitat at

meadow and riparian area already

impacted by mining.

Sensitive plant impacts by
livestock concentrations.

6071 Bodie Mtn. (Beauty Peak

Dry Lakes area)

The number of spring
developments in the ASJOH,

PHMO, DRQU habitat areas.

Distribute the water facility a safe

distance from the habitat sites. Fence

the habitat from livestock use of the

spring source if excessive trampling and

grazing are detected.

Prevent excessive livestock trampling
and grazing on habitat sites.
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E. Mitigation Measures (Table 3, cont.)

Adverse Impact Mitigation

6074 Mormon Ranch

Livestock trailing in

PHMO habitat.

Cultural resource sites in

livestock concentration areas

would lose data as a result of

livestock trampling, rubbing,

and/or grazing activities.

The headwater spring and meadow

for Hot Springs Canyon Creek
(T. 4 N., R. 25 E., Sec. 11 and

N%, Sec. 14) would receive heavy
livestock concentration resul-

ting in increased erosion,

visual resource impacts, and

would impact wilderness values

in WSA CA-010-099.

Proposed reservoirs in Allotments

6059, 6062, 6071, 6074, 6075 and

6079 are predicted to cause ero-

sion and adversely affect water

quality and scenic quality.

Wilderness values of WSA CA-010-
095 would be adversely impacted

by the reservoirs at Clearwater
Canyon Creek tributary and in
Goat Ranch.

Alter the pattern of trailing.

Exclude livestock from specific cultural

resource sites based on the results of

monitoring activities (see Chapter 1).

Where livestock exclusion is not prudent

or feasible, mitigate impacts to National
Register eligible sites through a program

of data recovery. Data recovery programs

will be developed in accordance with 36

CFR 800 procedures and applicable inter-

agency agreements

.

This area should also be included within

the proposed fencing that would exclude

livestock from Hot Springs Canyon Creek

(Allotment 6062). Little additional

fence from that proposed would be

needed.

Reservoirs would be fenced when necessary

to protect the structure or other resource

values. (This will be on a case-by-case

basis

.

Construction or improvement techniques

will follow IMP non-impairment criteria.

Results

Prevent excessive livestock trampling

and grazing on habitat sites.

Preservation of important cultural
resource site information.

Livestock concentration would not

occur on this fragile site, eliminating
the impacts from site erosion and

maintaining the site's wilderness
values and scenic. qualities

.

•

Reduce risk of erosion and maintain
good water quality and scenic quality.

Preserve wilderness values of WSA
CA-010-095.



E. Mitigation Measures (Table 3, cont.)

to

Adverse Impact

Severe gully erosion is occurring
to the following water resource

areas

:

6051-Virginia Creek Ditch

(0.75 mi.)
6058-unnamed tributary to

Virginia Creek (0.1 mi.)

6062-Hot Springs Cyn Creek,

Clark Cyn Creek, Aurora Cyn

Creek, Clearwater Cyn Creek

( 5 . o mi .

)

6070-Little Mormon Mdw Creek

(0.25 mi.)
6071-Unnamed tributary to Bodie

Creek, Rough Creek, Atastra

Creek and 10 springs (12.0

mi.)
6073-Aurora Creek, unnamed

tributary to Aurora Creek,

and 2 springs (1.75 mi.)

Declining stability is predicted

to continue in spite of proposed

changes in the range program.

These conditions would incur

localized impacts to visual

resources in those areas

.

Mitigation

To correct each of these problems, a two-

step process would have to be implemented.

First, as part of a Watershed Activity
Plan, structural measures such as check

dams, rip-rapping and gabion stream bank
reinforcement are needed to halt further

downcutting and headcutting. Second, as

part of an Allotment Management Plan,

livestock would have to be temporarily
excluded from the stream and riparian

zone on public lands so that structures

are not destroyed by livestock trampling

until new riparian vegetation is firmly

established. Livestock could be excluded

by placing temporary fencing to protect

eroded reaches of streams and fragile

structures. Access to the stream for

livestock could be provided in stable
reaches as fencing would not be required

in these areas. Fencing will be considered

on a case-by-case basis.

Results

Effective control of erosion would
eliminate the impacts to water
resources, visual resources, and

wilderness values of affected WSAs,

Impacts to wilderness values

would occur in the following
WSAs from the above-mentioned

erosion.
CA-010-099-The unnamed tribu-

tary to Aurora Creek, and in

Sec. 33, T. 5 N., R. 26 E.

CA-010-100-Rough Creek, Atastra
Creek, associated meadow and

area springs.

This mitigation could involve an

additional 14 miles of fence to be
maintained by the BLM on the allotments

listed. No fencing would be needed on

Allotment 6071.



Mitigation Measures (Table 3, cont.)

Adverse Impact

Historic structures on Public

Lands in the Bodie Bowl would
deteriorate more rapidly as

cattle brushed against the
facilities.

Geologic values (thinolite tufa)

north of Highway 167 would be

trampled by livestock concen-
trations and movement.

Mitigation

Install fences around historic structures
to curtail structural damage to historical
facilities. This would involve an addi-
tional mile of fence that would be main-
tained by the BLM.

Install fence around tufa area to exclude
livestock. This would also involve an

additional mile of fence to be maintained
by the BLM.

Results

Protection of historical values
associated with Bodie.

Protection of geologic values,



Table 3 (continued)
Other Mitigation Considered

The following mitigating measures proposed in the Bodie-Coleville Grazing EIS were considered, but will not be
immediately implemented in the grazing program for the reasons identified under "Rationale".

Adverse Impact

Crucial Fawning Areas in Slinkard
Valley continue to receive marginal
use. Deer forced to upland sites
to fawn. Low productivity and
survival (Issue 4)

.

Mitigation Not Selected

Restrict the three weeks of grazing in

Slinkard Valley to the period 6/30-9/15,

Rationale

Mitigation will cause hardship on
grazing operator. This will be re-

addressed during development of

cooperative management plan for the

area with CDF&G.

The location of the fence goes

through the population area of

ASJOH, PHMO, DRQU on Allotment
6071.

Season of use prevent successful
seed set of ASJOH, PHMO, DRQU on

Allotment 6071.

Proposed road locations would
increase erosion and affect scenic
quality in Allotments 6062 and

6073.

Placement as in Alt. 1 would greatly
reduce impacts both singular and

cumulative.

(One of the following alternatives
would be needed)

a. Use a deferred rotation in this small
area of sensitive plant habitat.

b. Close this small area until 7/1 (a

reduction of one month for a five-

year period to allow the development
of progeny)

.

Relocate road improvements outside the
boundary of 100-year flood plain where
possible. Provide adequate drainage
for proposed roads in Allotment 6073.

These populations will be monitored
and the fence will have a site
specific environmental analysis
completed prior to construction.

The proposed rest rotation grazing
system will provide similar use
patterns by livestock as a deferred
rotation system.

This concern will be routinely
handled through Standard Operating
Procedures outlined on page 19

«

Proposed road construction or

improvement in Cinnabar Canyon and

and along the eastern boundary of

CA-010-099 would impair wilderness
values of WSA.

Construction or improvement techniques

will follow IMP non-impairment criteria.



F. Monitoring Programs

Adjustment of grazing management would be based on results from
the monitoring programs outlined below.

Trend (Long-term effects of grazing) :

Sample plant frequency and species composition in key forage
areas and key wildlife habitat areas.

Utilization (Short-term effects of grazing) :

Sample percent utilization before, during and after livestock
grazing on selected key areas of certain allotments. See Major
Grazing Issue 5 for examples of key areas to be sampled.

Actual Use :

Document actual grazing use data for allotments having trend
studies and/or utilization studies.

Wildlife Censusing :

Obtain available population and production data compiled by
California Department of Fish and Game on an annual basis.

Precipitation :

Obtain available weather station data for use with trend data.

Sensitive Plants :

Monitor selected sites presently known to be habitat of sensitive
plant species.

Wild Horses :

Cooperate with adjacent federal agencies (Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management, Carson City District) in the inventory
of wild horses.

Water Resources :

Periodically assess water quality, stream condition and stability,
and inspect areas prone to erosional problems before, and/or shortly
after grazing use.

Cultural Resources :

Periodically inspect and/or photograph selected National Register
quality sites and other sites with special significance for changes in
condition of sites.

Details of the monitoring program, including priorities and frequency,
will be outlined in a monitoring plan to be developed after final
grazing program decisions are made.
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VII. MANAGEMENT CHANGES

A. Mutual Agreements

The changes between present management and the preferred alternative
can be Implemented either through mutual agreement or through a
decision issued by the District Manager. The agreement or decision
would become effective on March 1 of the upcoming year and will
contain:

1. The facts which form the basis for the change.

2. The proposal change (i.e., preference adjustment, season of
use, etc.).

3. The pertinent regulations which govern such change contained
in the 43 Code of Federal Regulations.

4. The effective date of such change.

B. Decisions

When mutual agreements are not possible to implement needed manage-
ment, a proposed decision will be issued to each affected permittee
and other affected parties.

A 15-day period is provided after receipt of the proposed decision
to protest the decision to the District Manager. If no protest is
received within this time frame, the proposed decision becomes the
final decision without further notice. If a protest is received,
the points of the protest are considered, after which time a final
decision is issued by the District Manager.

A period of 30 days after receipt of the final decision is provided
for filing an appeal with the District Manager for the purpose of a
hearing before an administrative law judge.

C Future Adjustments

All future management changes will be verified by ongoing monitoring
studies as previously identified. This should promote a more flexible
working relationship with the grazing operators than the Bureau has
had in the past. This flexibility is a two-way street, however.
Public land managers need to acknowledge when additional forage is
available for livestock use and allow for this use. Grazing operators
need to acknowledge when monitoring studies provide adequate evidence
that stocking levels are in excess of the allotment's capacity and
accept the needed change. This kind of cooperation will insure
multiple use and sustained yield of the public land for many years
to come.
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